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Abstract. The ‘experience’ economy, characterizes by the growing needs for cultural identity and social empowerment, and aided by 
technologies of knowledge generation, information processing and communication of symbols, further reinforce this. The creative 
industries involve the concretization of an image, through whatever medium for some form of economic return. However, the nature of 
experience goods makes demand pattern unpredictable and production process difficult to control. The uncertainty of demand for the 
creative product, pose managerial and organizational challenges. The structure and staffing of creative projects are often temporary, as are 
capital investment. Success is dependent on the composition of projects teams with individuals and groups working in a highly interactive 
and adaptive fashioning of the product: Despite this fact, a great deal of research conducted in the area of group dynamics suggests that 
groups are often much less creative and productive than they are usually assumed. The important question of how to manage creative teams 
to achieve a high productivity with limited resources and time arises in innovation management both from the theoretical and practical 
points of view. There is still no clarity which factors affecting productivity of teamwork are more important than others. The study was 
aimed at the identification most important factors for the productivity of teamwork. The survey of 113 student creative teams in 8 counties 
(Lithuania, Poland, Canada, China, France, Italy, Russia, and Denmark) was performed. Based of the findings the hierarchy of the 
significance of the factors influencing the productivity of teamwork is established and described in the article. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The ‘experience’ economy, characterizes by the growing needs for cultural identity and social empowerment, and 
aided by technologies of knowledge generation, information processing and communication of symbols, further 
reinforce this (Stepaniuk 2018; Strielkowski 2018). The term ‘creative industries’ reflect the progression of 
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symbolic creativity being organized around, and for, the market: the industrialization of culture and its 
commodification for the mass audience (Hesmondhalgh 2007; Mitkus, Maditinos, 2017).  
 
The creative industries involve the concretization of an image, through whatever medium for some form of 
economic return. However, the nature of experience goods makes demand pattern unpredictable and production 
process difficult to control. The uncertainty of demand for the creative product, pose managerial and 
organizational challenges. The structure and staffing of creative projects are often temporary, as are capital 
investment (DeFillippi, Arthur 1998). Success is dependent on the composition of projects teams with individuals 
and groups working in a highly interactive and adaptive fashioning of the product: the necessary skills for a film 
project are specialized into narrow creative, technical, and managerial realms that they are held by individual 
experts: creatives (writers, designers, choreographers, actors, directors), technicians (editors, cinematographers, 
lighting technicians) and managers (producers, line producers, controllers, accountants, financiers, and 
marketers), working concurrently and successively on a film (Wasko, 2003; Eliashberg et al, 2006). A film 
project is typically set up and controlled by a production company where the producers, marketers, and sometimes 
the financiers, are long-term employed. 
 
Creative industries and creative-based organisations need to cope with challenges whether and how to control of 
the creative process; how should be mediated relationship between producer and consumer. Organizational 
practice exemplified by the creative industries emphasizes coping with problems, managing in states of 
uncertainty and unknowability, and thus challenges traditional thinking on managing people, production and 
marketing to the consumer. The challenge for managers and policymakers is to choose the most efficient 
organization in order to profit from the creativity -  in the case of creative industries, the key problem is how 
firms, labour markets, and industries are built around the raw material constituted by “creatives”, i.e., individuals 
with cultural (as well as technical) skills.  
 
The creative act is an act of managing self, managing others and managing objects. It is the activity of organizing, 
co-ordinating and directing. Success in both areas often involve collaborative practice, especially as the basis for 
innovation. Although emanating from different sources, there are pressures to innovate in both management and 
art. The artist is obliged to innovate from that which went before in order to claim an individual voice. Within 
business, innovation of product or process is equally a form of ‘market’ imperative. Both may be seen as a form 
of practice. While this is largely recognized for the artist, the manager does not often see him as so engaged. A 
process of reflection ‘what it is that they do’ and ‘how they do what they do’ is not traditionally part of a 
recognized discourse of management activity. The introspective nature of the artistic process as the individual 
‘struggles’ in order to express a creative intent might on first glance place it well outside the norms of 
management activity.  
 
A greater awareness of management as practice opens up discussion as to the importance of skill and craft in the 
practice. Breaking from the traditional view of management as a role, or the the disciplinary of industry, 
management as practice and the need for reflexivity and self-critique in achieving good performance have been 
emphasized (Gabriel 2002; Bogdanović et al. 2018; Borisov et al. 2018, Mura et al. 2017; Vlacsekova, Mura, 
2017). 
 
It is important to focus on the nature of the relationship between creativity and management and does not 
privilege an ‘artistic’ or ‘managerial’ perspective. The disciplinary divide between creative programmes and 
management and the tension that arises between creative or creative endeavour and commercial constrains 
management in being able to realize creative endeavours, there is a lot that management can learn from the 
creative arts in terms of the way they manage their activities and the lessons that this might have for business 
(Lampel et al.2000; De Fillippi 1998; Sutton 2001; Tvaronavičienė, Razminienė 2017; Peterlin et al. 2018). 
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It is thus important to frame an approach that does not favour one discipline over the other, but develops a 
common vocabulary privileging neither management nor creative endeavour. 
 
2. Factors influencing productivity of teamwork: theoretical aspects 
 
The considerable theoretical advancements have been made in linking contextual factors with intra-individual 
factors is Amabile’s (1988, 1997) ‘Componential Model of Organizational Innovation’. This identifies three intra-
individual factors important for creativity: domain-relevant knowledge, creativity-relevant skills, and motivation. 
The Componential Model also describes characteristics of the work environment in an organization that impact on 
individual creativity via the above three intra-individual components: (1) organizational motivation to innovate; 
(2) resources and (3) management practices. According to Amabile’s componential theory of creativity, creative 
work can be delineated into idea generation and problem solving. At each of these stages, teams are frequently 
used to tap into employee demographic diversity, cognitive styles and personality (Tagger 2002), divergent 
network ties (Perry-Smith, Shalley 2003), as well as functional heterogeneity.  
 
Creative ideas need to be new and unique relative to others, and to what is currently available within the team or 
organization. Creative ideas have to be of value or useful to the team or organization. This focus on the mix of 
novelty and usefulness ensures that the definition of creativity is never static, but rather bounded within a social, 
cultural, or historical precedent (Perry-Smith, Shalley 2003). In the creative industries, where originality or the 
generation of something new is usually considered the currency of the realm (Florida 2002), there is continued 
pressure to look for ways to combine what already exists into something different or unique (Hargadon, Bechky 
2006), to experiment with new, different, and existing ideas, as well to completely break from the known and 
venture into unknown territories. 
 
Team creativity has been described as a collective phenomenon where members behaviorally, cognitively, and 
emotionally attempt new things, take novel approaches to their work; or generates products, processes, or 
procedures that are both novel and useful (Gilson, Shalley 2004). Team creativity can originate with the idea or 
suggestion of a single individual that is then developed, worked on, and elaborated upon by the team. In many 
teams there is a lead creator whose ideas are the seed for the projects that the team will subsequently develop. 
  
Creativity can also emerge from the collective - an idea emanates from the unit and the unit as a team or as a 
collective works to refine and develop its ideas. Ideas also can be developed by subgroups, and then moved to the 
large groups who will further develop the idea and take the process forward. The work at Pixar can be considered 
as an exemplar in that small groups of individuals are encouraged to generate and refine ideas as well as give 
feedback and communicate with others inside and outside of the team. (Catmull, 2008). Creative individuals and 
artists are often labelled as eccentric, sensitive, self-confident, introvert, and intuitive (MacKinnon 1975) – 
characteristics that are not count as good team members. Enterprises in the creative industries need to continually 
balance their need to tap into the creative potential of both individuals and the teams as a unit and therefor it 
becomes critically important that the environment be one where opinions and divergent thinking are encouraged 
(i.e., Pixar) and self-confidence and at times aggression is regarded as passion rather than the deviance. (Gilson 
2015).     
  
There is no doubt that some teams can excel in the production of creative ideas or products. Despite this fact, a 
great deal of research conducted in the area of group dynamics suggests that groups are often much less creative 
and productive than they are usually assumed (Rietzschel E. F et al. 2010), (De Dreu et al. 2008), (Camacho, 
Paulus 1995).  
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In many cases a manager responsible for innovation development has limited resources to take care of all the 
factors influencing productivity of teamwork. The important question of how to manage creative teams to achieve 
a high productivity with limited resources and time arises in innovation management both from the theoretical and 
practical points of view. There is still no clarity which factors affecting productivity of teamwork are more 
important than others. 
 
The study on group creativity as a multifaceted, multistage phenomenon (Rietzschel E. F et al., 2010) revealed 
that creativity is a multistage a process. The performance in one stage of the creative process does not 
automatically carry over into the next stages. Different stages of the creative process may be affected by 
completely different variables. 
 
Many studies have been carried out in order to identify the factors that influence creativity in team (Rietzschel et 
al. 2010), (Amabile 2011), (De Dreu et al. 2008), (Stroebe, Diehl 1994), (Camacho, Paulus 1995). The fact that 
people produce fewer ideas when they work in a group as compared to when they work individually is partly due 
to some social factors, such as social loaﬁng (Stroebe, Diehl 1994) and social inhibition (Camacho, Paulus 1995). 
The research on motivation of teams of knowledge workers (Amabile 2011) revealed two groups of factors “the 
catalyst” and “the nourishment” relevant to the progress of team performance. The study on the influence of 
hedonic tone (i.e., positive vs. negative moods) on creative performance (De Dreu et al. 2008) revealed that both 
positive and negative activating moods lead to higher creative performance than deactivating moods. There are 
studies which are focused on how to increase the innovation efficiency not at team level, but at meso or macro 
levels (Bae, Chang 2012). 
 
3. Empirical research methodology on the factors influencing productivity of teamwork  
 
Usually creative teams differ in terms of their composition, the task being carried out, and the resources available, 
etc. Very often neither the task assigned to the team, nor the composition of the team nor the time allotted to 
carrying out the tasks can be changed, or can be changed only insignificantly. It has been noticed that some teams 
can achieve better results even when they have the same resources, carrying out the same or similar task and 
having the same amount of time allotted to them as other teams. The urgent question of how to manage creative 
teams to achieve a high performance of the team arises in creative team management both from the theoretical and 
practical points of view.  
 
The present investigation is aimed at establishing the factors that determine the high performance of creative 
teams. Having elucidated the major factors of organising teamwork that determine a high performing team, it is 
possible to focus attention on those factors and thus increase the efficiency of collective work. A questionnaire 
survey of team members, which they filled in upon completion of the task involving the relevant teamwork, was 
applied to an empirical investigation. The questionnaire was devised according to the factors that have an effect 
on a team established by Teresa Amabile (Amabile 2011). Teresa Amabile (Amabile 2011) divides the factors 
that influence teams into catalysing factors, which have an effect on the performance-progress of the team and 
supporting factors, which have an effect on inner work life. According to Amabile, the catalysing factors have an 
effect on the inner work life of a creator too. The group of catalysing factors is made up of the following: clear 
meaningful goals, autonomy/freedom, sufficiency of resources, help at work, learning from problems and 
achievements, an open flow of ideas, and sufficiency of time. The group of supporting factors consists of the 
following: respect and recognition, encouragement, emotional support, a feeling of belonging and friendship/a 
sense of community. 
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In carrying out the survey of the teams, each member of the team was asked to evaluate the following factors: 
whether the task of the team was clear/interesting; whether personal tasks were clear/interesting; team/personal 
autonomy; team/personal time; team/personal knowledge; the leader’s help; the team’s openness to ideas; learning 
from experience; respect within the team; team unity; job satisfaction in teamwork; leadership assessment; 
evaluation of the results achieved. The 7-point Likert scale was used for the evaluation. The higher the value of 
the point was, the stronger the factor under assessment manifested itself in the opinion of the team member. A 
total of 487 team members from 113 teams in 8 countries were interviewed: in Denmark (22 members from 6 
teams), in Italy (21 members from 9 teams), in Canada (131 members from 20 teams), in China (39 members 
from 7 teams), in Lithuania (161 members from 38 teams), in Poland (70 members from 19 teams) in France (23 
members from 8 teams) and in Russia (20 members from 6 teams). 
 
These countries were chosen seeking to ensure a cultural and geographical variety of creative teams (relatively 
large and small countries, countries of Western and Oriental culture, etc.). Student creative teams were studied, 
that is, these teams had to find/generate some creative solution. The team member being interviewed had to 
evaluate the factors that had an effect on the team and its performance. According to the evaluation of 
performance, three groups were distinguished: of high performance (6-7 points), of average performance (5 
points) and of low performance (1-4 points). Further the evaluations of only high and low performance teams 
calculating the averages of the evaluation of the factors of high and low performance teams in different countries 
were considered and compared. Though the tasks assigned to the teams and the duration of performing them were 
different, the teams of the same country had the same task and the same time allotted to perform it, and the same 
resources, therefore calculating the averages of these countries and comparing them was meaningful.  
 
4. Evaluation of the performance factors of creative teams  
 
The average of the evaluation of the performance factors of creative teams of all the countries under study 
(Denmark, Italy, Canada, China, Poland, Lithuania, France, and Russia) shows that high performance teams 
valued (see Fig. 1) respect most in the team (6.30 points), team autonomy (6.16 points), the team’s openness to 
ideas (6.13 points), and team unity (6.09 points). The criteria of whether the task was interesting and teamwork 
satisfaction were evaluated at 5.98 points (Figure 1).    
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Fig. 1. Overall evaluation of the factors of high performance (6-7 points) teams  
 
 
The average of all the evaluation of performance of creative teams of all the countries under study (Denmark, 
Italy, Canada, China, Poland, Lithuania, France, and Russia). It shows that low performance teams (see Fig. 2) 
gave the lowest valuation to whether the team task was interesting (3.91 point), the team’s knowledge (4.03 
points), learning from experience (4.04 points) and personal knowledge (4.19 points) (Figure 2). 
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Fig. 2. Overall evaluation of low performance (1-4 points) teams 
 
Low performance teams conditionally gave the highest valuation to respect in the team (5.51 points), team 
autonomy (5.34 points) and personal autonomy (5.22 points). 
 
When comparing the differences in the evaluation of the factors of high and low performance teams, we see that 
high performance teams valued all the factors of the effectiveness on average at a higher level. The greatest 
differences are in the evaluation of whether the team task was interesting (difference of 2.08 points), teamwork 
satisfaction (difference of 1.71 point), and team unity (difference of 1.70 point) (see Fig. 3).   
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Fig. 3. Difference in evaluation high and low performance teams 
 
The least differences between high and low performance teams are in the evaluation of whether the team task was 
clear (difference of 0.53 points), the evaluation of whether the personal task was clear (difference of 0.54 points), 
the evaluation of personal autonomy (difference of 0.75 points) and the evaluation of respect in the team 
(difference of 0.79 points).  
 
5. The hierarchy of factors influencing the teamwork productivity 
 
As it was already mentioned, according to Teresa Amabile (Amabile, 2011), knowledge team motivation factors 
can be divided into catalysing factors, which influence the performance-progress of the team and supporting-
nourishing factors, which have an impact on inner work life. Catalysing factors also influence the inner work life 
of the creator. The group of catalysing factors consists of the following: clear meaningful goals, 
autonomy/freedom, sufficient resources, help at work, learning from problems and achievements, an open flow of 
ideas, and sufficient amount of time. The group of nourishing factors consists of the following: help and 
recognition, incentive, emotional support, belonging and friendship.  
 
Investigations carried out into 487 team members (113 teams) from 8 countries (Lithuania, Poland, Canada, 
China, France, Italy, Russia, and Denmark) showed that the team’s members’ satisfaction is directly related to the 
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results achieved by the team). The conducted investigations confirm the so-called Progress Principle by Teresa 
Amabile, which states that progress achieved by the team has a positive impact on the creator’s inner work life, 
and the creator’s positive inner work life has a positive effect on the result/progress of the team. The conducted 
investigations supplement Teresa Amabile’s Progress Principle in revealing the impact of both catalysing and 
supporting factors on the results of the team. The hierarchy of the significance of the factors is established on the 
basis of the impact of the factors on the team’s result/progress. Two groups of factors i.e. basic micro factors and 
additional micro factors are identified: The basic micro factors are (see Fig. 4): 
- an interesting team task; 
- the team’s openness to ideas; 
- learning from experience; 
- team autonomy; 
- respect in the team; 
- team unity. 
 The additional micro factors are: 
- team task clear;  
- team knowledge; 
- team time available for the task; 
- personal autonomy; 
- personal knowledge; 
- personal time available for the task; 
- personal task clear.  
In order to achieve a higher result/performance of a creative team the greatest attention must be devoted to the 
basic micro factors. A task should be interesting for the team. The team members should be open to the ideas and 
respect each other. For the high productive team a sufficient level of autonomy have to be granted. It includes 
financial, decision making, teamwork management and other autonomy. Management of the team also has to 
stimulate sense of team unity. It is also very important to establish Leaning from the experience/continuous 
improvement system in order to constantly analyze the performance and satisfaction of the team. Key 
performance and key satisfaction indicators have to be established as well as regular monitoring procedures. The 
above mentioned basic micro factors and additional micro factors could be used for development of key 
satisfaction indicators.  
Our findings also revealed that result/performance of the team has direct impact on satisfaction of the team. High 
result/performance of the team stimulates better satisfaction of the team which could lead to the establishment of 
positive loop i.e. high result/performance – better satisfaction, better satisfaction – high result/performance. The 
opposite to the positive loop it could be a negative loop when poor result/performance could lead to 
dissatisfaction and then dissatisfaction lead to even worst result/per high result/performance of the team.   
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Fig.4. The hierarchy of factors influencing the teamwork productivity 
 
 
Attention is to be paid to the fact that micro factors are not only factors which has impact to the 
performance/result of a team. Our research revealed that a team could achieve very different final 
result/performance with the same or very similar micro factors (task, time available, composition of the team and 
etc.). A poor performance of the team could be influenced by increase competition, negative political, economic, 
social or technological changes. This shows that not only micro but also other factors (mega, macro and meso) 
factors could have a big impact on the results/performace of the teams. 
 
It means that in order to achieve high performance of the team meso, macro and mega factors should be taken into 
consideration.   
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Conclusions 
 
The research findings confirmed the so-called “Progress Principle” by Teresa Amabile (Amabile, 2011) in 
revealing the impact of both catalysing and nourishment factors on the results of the teams. The hierarchy of the 
significance of the factors influencing the productivity of teamwork is established.  
 
The hierarchy factors influencing the productivity of teamwork consist of two groups of factors: 
Basic micro factors. This group includes 6 factors (interesting team task, the team’s openness to ideas, learning 
from experience, respect in the team, team unity and team autonomy). These factors are crucial for productivity 
and satisfaction of a team; 
 
Additional micro factors. This group of factors includes such factors as time allocate to the team, team 
knowledge, team task, personal time of the team members, personal knowledge of the team members, personal 
autonomy, and clear and interesting personal tasks. These factors are important for productivity and satisfaction of 
a team.  
 
The finding of the study shows that in order to achieve higher productivity of a creative team the greatest attention 
must be given to the factors of higher hierarchical level. Such focus would help to achieve not only higher 
productivity of teamwork, but would also increase the efficiency of innovation development process. The findings 
are relevant not only for creative industries, but also for innovation development in other sectors as the higher 
productivity of a creative team would affect the efficiency of innovation development in all sectors. 
 
Despite the fact that all the analysed teams were given conditionally the same task, the same goal, same time and 
resources, some of the teams managed to achieve better results than others. This shows that not only micro factors 
had an influence of the productivity of the teams, but also external environmental (mega, macro and meso) factors 
had also an impact on the results of the teams. Mega, macro and meso factors can have a crucial impact on 
productivity of teamwork in creative industries, despite existence of all necessary positive micro factors. The 
influence of mega, macro and meso factors have to be additionally investigated. 
 
Limitation of the study. The paper presents conclusions from students teams involved in development of creative 
projects, but not from the teams working in creative industries, assuming that factors of productivity in students 
teams involved in creative projects are similar to the teams working in creative projects in creative industries. To 
identify factors influencing productivity of teams working in creative industries are difficult due uniqueness of 
each projects (task, allocated resources, timing and etc.). These factors usually are out of direct control of the 
creative teams and are determined by meso, macro and mega factors (customers, CEOs, competitors, market and 
etc.) Research of students teams involved in development of creative projects allowed us to partially eliminate 
these factors and concentrate on the factors that are in direct control of creative teams. It implies that the presented 
research was conducted on  closed to reality environment, but  in order to  verify the results, further research 
should be done in real environment i.e. by analysing teams in creative industries.   
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